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Undergraduate Assessment Report AY121 
 
This report offers information concerning undergraduate program assessment at Eastern Ilinois 
University for 2012-2013.  In AY13, 72 undergraduate programs submitted annual assessment 
plans to the Executive Director of the Center for Academic Support and Assessment, and an 
additional nine plans are on the two-year reporting cycle and were not required to submit until 
June 15, 2014. 
 
The reports that last submitted in 2012 have data from that report incorporated here:  B.S., 
Career and Technical Education; B.S. Organizational and Professional Development; B.S., 
Chemistry; B.S., Family and Consumer Sciences—Dietetics; B.S., Geography; B.S., Physical 
Education, Teacher Certification; B.S., Physics; B.A., Psychology, and B.S. Special Education.  
Moving to a two-year cycle indicates maturity in the plan and that assessment appears to be 
part of the routine work of faculty in the department.  The following plans that were submitted 
this year will not submit again until 2015:  B.A., B.F.A., minors, Art; B.A., English, Teacher 
Certification; B.A., English; B.A., minor, Journalism; B.S., Communication Disorders and 
Sciences; B.S.Ed., Early Childhood; B.S.Ed., Elementary Education; B.S., Health Studies—
Community Health; B.S. Health Studies; B.S.Ed., Special Education; B.S., Family and 
Consumer Sciences—Hospitality Management, and Military Science minor. 
 
The following chart indicates the level of progress for the undergraduate programs by the five 
criteria on the primary trait analysis.  These levels have been given to department chairs and 
coordinators on their 2013 Response to Summary Reports, which are also available on the 
assessment web site.  Level three is the most mature while level one represents beginning 
stages of assessment.  
 
 
 
While our goal is to move more programs into level three in all categories, each year there are 
fewer and fewer programs still at level one, which does show progress.  Reaching level three 
                                                 
1
 All information provided in this report was taken from the annual assessment summaries submitted to 
the Director of CASA in Summer 2013 by July 9, 2013.  Programs that have submitted plans in the past 
but did not submit this year were not included in 2013 data unless they were programs on the two-year 
reporting cycle.  Data for programs on the two-year report cycle are included here.   
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requires programs to display a record of gathering, analyzing, and using assessment data to 
make changes/improvements to the curriculum as well as sharing results with the various 
stakeholders in the program. Programs that completely revise their curriculum or that are new 
may start at level one in all categories; this is to be expected.   
 
For the third year in a row, no programs were at level one for learning objectives.  All programs 
being at level two or three for learning objectives indicates that all programs submitting plans 
have identified objectives that describe student behaviors; they are program objectives and are 
clear.  Seventy-nine percent of programs are at level three for objectives; these objectives are 
also measurable, span multiple learning domains, support Eastern’s educational goals, and 
correlate with program goals.  Programs at level three for objectives have adopted at least three 
of the four undergraduate learning goals.   
 
In AY12 45% of programs were at level 3 for assessment measures with 48% at level two, and 
in AY13 51% are at level two with 42% at level three, so progress is being made with 
assessment measures as well.  Level two plans have identified direct, multiple measures for 
each objective;  level three plans include direct and indirect measures that focus on real-world 
tasks, stress higher order learning, are integrated in the curriculum, and allow performance to 
be gauged over time.   
 
The percentages at each level for each trait in AY12 are given in the chart below for the sake of 
comparison. 
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Ninety-one percent of programs are at level 2 or 3 for expectations.  Level one expectations are 
plans that have gaps in measures or have broad expectations.  Level two plans have 
established expectations that are specific and describe outcomes for all measures.  Level three 
plans can be tracked over time and are re-evaluated periodically. 
 
More and more programs are collecting and reporting results with only 6% of programs at level 
one.  Sixty-three percent of programs are at level 2 which indicates that data are collected for all 
objectives; they are analyzed in a systematic manner and compared over time, and implications 
for programming and curricular changes are discussed within the department.  Thirty-two 
percent of programs are at level 3; the plans meet the level two criteria as well as have enacted 
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changes/improvements based on assessment results, have incorporated assessment results 
into self-studies and program reviews, and are assessing the changes made.   
 
The final section of the plan asks departments to describe the feedback loop for sharing and 
acting upon the data.  Programs at level 1 either do not have a plan for sharing and discussing 
assessment data with faculty or are still developing their plans.  Two programs were at level 1 
this academic year.  Programs at level two for feedback loop collect, analyze, and use data.  
Assessment data are considered in departmenal planning and budgeting.  Level three requires 
that assessment and improvement of student learning is central to the culture of the department; 
this component usually requires several years of data collection and use as well as the majority 
of faculty to be involved in the process.  Forty-seven percent of the undergraduate programs are 
at level 2 and fifty percent are at level 3.   
 
The best gauge of each program’s progress as well as issues they are encountering is the 
analysis provided on the summary reports in Parts Two and Three.  Several programs are 
making great progress at the undergraduate level, but others are lagging behind where they 
should be after several years of assessment work.  Some minor programs express difficulty 
identifying students who are pursuing these programs.  Several programs with majors that also 
offer minors are folding these programs together and gathering data from courses required for 
both the major and minor programs.  As an institution, we need to encourage minor programs to 
develop an assessment plan—especially for minors for which there are no majors.  Many 
minors are doing very well—military science, women’s studies, safety and driver’s education, 
pre-law—all have a solid history of assessing student learning and using their data, but some 
programs have never submitted a plan.  
 
Programs using standardized tests that are not required or a part of a particular course report 
concerns about student motivation and the validity of the data; others are concerned about the 
rising cost of standardized tests.  More and more programs are looking for ways to collect data 
through on-line sources or databases to make collection and analysis as painless as possible.  
Several departments have worked with CATS to create on-line storage or assessment 
instruments.  
 
In addition to progress levels, the number of programs that have adopted the undergraduate 
learning goals in their major or minor program has also been tracked.  Four years ago, CASL 
set the goal of having all programs adopt three of the four undergraduate learning goals; this 
target was discussed with faculty and chairs at administrative councils and college curriculum 
meetings.  The percentage of programs that has adopted these goals over the last several 
years are given in the chart below:2 
 
                                                 
2
 These data are based on the assessment summaries, the Executive Director’s understanding of those 
summaries, and CASL’s definition of those goals. 
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Of the 72 programs that submitted reports, 37 programs (51%) have adopted all four goals 
compared to 27 for the previous year, and 25 in AY11.    An additional 27 programs (38%) have 
adopted three of the undergraduate goals.  So, 89% of undergraduate programs have met or 
exceeded our goal.  Three programs (4%) have adopted only one goal, which is down from 10 
the year before.  Five programs (7%) have adopted two of the undergraduate programs.  Of the 
eight programs that have not adopted three of the undergraduate goals, five have embraced 
critical thinking; three each have incorporated writing or global citizenship, and only two have 
assessed speaking.   
 
The adoption of critical thinking rose again this year to 89% from 80% in AY12 and 71% in 
AY10.   Global citizenship reached its highest adoption percentage at 72% this year, but 
remains the least adopted undergraduate goal.  Global citizenship includes some objectives that 
are difficult to assess, such as ethics and appreciation of diversity.  As a result, some programs 
have consciously omitted such objectives because of the difficulty of finding appropriate direct 
measures or because faculty do not find such content salient to their program; however, this 
year’s increase shows a stronger commitment than ever before to this goal with many programs 
concentrating on the professional ethics piece.  Programs assessing writing as part of their 
major/minor increased by 10% from last year, and writing remained the most assessed 
undergraduate learning goal by the departments.  Speaking as a program goal increased to 
82% this year, which shows a 14% increase.  
 
The following chart shows adoption of undergraduate learning goals by college.  A list of each 
college and its programs’ adoption of the undergraduate learning goals is available in the 
appendix. 
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Critical thinking objectives have been adopted in the 82nd percentile or higher by all colleges.  
Global citizenship adoption varies with LCBAS leading at 81% followed closely by CAH and 
CEPS.  Many programs in LCBAS are focusing on the diversity and ethics components of this 
goal while programs in CAH are more drawn to the cultural diversity and history components of 
global citizenship.  Writing is the most consistently adopted goal with 88-95% of programs 
adopting this goal.  Speaking remains the most unevenly adopted goal with 100% adoption in 
CEPS and only 63% in COS.  The chart below offers the 2012 percentages for the sake of 
comparison: 
 
 
 
Programs have made great strides this year in embracing these goals and adding them 
to their plans, but assessment of all these goals is not yet in place.  
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Appendix 
 
Program 
Critical 
Thinking 
Global 
Citizenship Writing Speaking 
College of Arts & Humanities 
Africana Studies X X X X 
Africana minor X X X X 
Art minor X   X X 
Art, B.F.A. X   X X 
Art, B.A. X   X X 
Communication Studies, B.A. X X X X 
English, B.A. X X X   
English, TC, B.A. X X X X 
Foreign Languages, B.A.   X X X 
Foreign Languages, B.A., TC   X X X 
History, B.A. X X X   
History, TC, B.A. X X X X 
Film Studies X   X X 
Journalism minor X X X   
Journalism, B.A. X X X   
Music, B.A.TC   X X X 
Music, B.A., performance   X     
Philosophy, B.A. X   X   
Social Science teaching, B.A.   X X X 
Theatre Arts Minor X X X X 
Theatre Arts, B.A. X X X X 
Women's Studies X X X X 
College of Education and Professional Studies 
Early Childhood, B.S.Ed. X X X X 
Elementary Education, B.S.Ed. X X X X 
Health Studies, B.S. X X X X 
HST, Community Health X X X X 
HST Community Health minor X X X X 
HST , TC minor X X X X 
HST, TC option X X X X 
HST, Dr Ed minor X X X X 
HSt, Heath Admin option X X X X 
HST, First Responder X X X X 
KSS, Athletic Training, B.S. X   X X 
KSS, Exercise Science, B.S. X   X X 
KSS, Sport Management, B.S. X X X X 
KSS, Physical Education, TC, 
B.S. X X X X 
Recreation Administration, 
B.S.   X X X 
Recreation 
Administration,minor X   X X 
Rec Admin Therapeutic       X 
Special Education, B.S. X X X X 
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Program 
Critical 
Thinking 
Global 
Citizenship Writing Speaking 
College of Sciences 
Biological Sciences, B.S. X X X X 
Science, TC, B.S. X   X X 
Chemistry, B.S. X   X X 
Clinical Laboratory Science, 
B.S. x   x   
Communication Disorders & 
Sciences, B.S. X X X X 
Economics, B.A.   X X X 
Geography, B.S. X X     
Mathematics, BA     X X 
Math & Computer Science, 
B.S. X       
Nursing X X X X 
Physics, B.S. X   X X 
Political Science, B.A. X X X   
Political Science, minor X X X   
Pre-Law, minor X   X X 
Psychology, B.A. X X X X 
Sociology, B.A. X X X   
School of Continuing Education 
General Studies X   X X 
Lumpkin College of Business and Applied Sciences 
Business Core X X X X 
Business, Accounting X X X X 
Business, MIS X   X X 
Business, Management X X X X 
Business, Finance, B.S.B. X X X X 
Business, Marketing, B.S.B. X X X X 
Organizational & Professional 
Development X   X X 
Career & Technical Education, 
B.S. X X X X 
FCS Core X       
Family & Consumer Sciences, 
B.S., Merchandising, Apparel 
and Textile Design X X X X 
Family & Consumer Sciences, 
B.S., Consumer Studies X   X X 
Family & Consumer Sciences, 
B.S., Dietetics X X X X 
Family & Consumer Sciences, 
B.S., Family Services X X     
Family & Consumer Sciences, 
B.S., Hospitality Management X X X X 
Military Science X X X X 
AET, B.S. X X X X 
    
